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AN EVALUATION OF CONTINGENCY CONTRACTING:
PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to identify problems that contingency contracting
officers have faced in past contingencies, what problems they are facing in current
contingencies, and what problems they are likely to face in the future as the nature of
warfare changes in order to increase their efficiency and effectiveness. This effort was
accomplished by conducting a historical analysis of contingency contracting from 1775
up to today’s Operation Iraqi Freedom, with special emphasis placed on contingencies
between 1990 and 2005. An evaluation of the generations of war was conducted to

determine what challenges contingency contracting officers may face in the future.

The results of this study revealed four main problem areas that hinder a
contingency contracting officer’s efficiency and effectiveness. These four areas are (1)
Policy, (2) Planning, (3) Organization, and (4) Training. This study then analyzed each
area to identify how it was hindering the contingency contracting officer.
Recommendations ranged from developing a Joint Contingency Contracting Operations
Manual to adopting a new contingency contracting structure based on the Yoder Three-
Tier Model.
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l. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

While the term contingency contracting was coined only a decade or two ago, the
United States military has been contracting out logistical support for its military forces in
different degrees in both domestic and overseas operations with varying levels of success
since 1775. Early attempts at contracting logistics support for military operations
sometimes brought the expedition to ruins, but since World War Il, contingency

contracting has generally proved an integral part of the military’s operational capabilities.

Today, we are engaged in a new generation of war. This generation of war is
described as the Fourth Generation War (4GW) in which, one or more entities is fighting
against a common adversary, as in Irag and Afghanistan where different factions and
insurgents are battling United States forces. Military forces have witnessed a steady
increase in the frequency of contingency operations. As we continue to progress further
into the 4GW, the pace of contingency operations is unlikely to diminish.

As the United States continues to adjust to the Fourth Generation War, so must
our contracting procedures. This research examines the structure and practice of
contingency contracting. The authors use this study to determine if current methods are
sufficient in the 4GW.  Then, the authors provide recommendations for identified
problems.

B. OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH

The objective of this report is to investigate and analyze past and present
contingency contracting operations to determine if current practices are sufficient for the
4GW. Through research and analysis, the authors will provide information to improve
contingency contracting operations. The authors’ research focused on a historical
analysis of previous contingency operations to identify problems that still exist today.
Recommendations will be identified that improve the effectiveness and efficiency of

contingency contracting operations.



C. RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The primary research question is “How can contingency contracting operations be
improved in future warfare?” Secondary questions are:
1. What problems does history show that hinder effective and efficient
contingency contracting operations?
2. How do these problems affect contingency contracting?

3. What solutions can be developed to mitigate these problems?

D. METHODOLOGY

Research for this project was conducted primarily through literary searches into
the history of contingency contracting.  Literature was collected from current
Government Accountability Office reports, after-action reports, lessons learned, DOD
directives and publications, and other scholarly writings. Through historical analysis, the
authors identified significant problem areas that have hindered contingency contracting in
the past. Once these problem areas were identified, the authors conducted detailed
research in the form of policy review and interviews with current and former contingency
contracting officers to examine each problem’s particular policies and procedures and
how they affect contingency contracting. The authors then recommend solutions to those
problems.
E. ASSUMPTIONS

In writing this thesis, the authors make the following assumptions:

. The reader has a basic understanding of the contingency contracting
processes and its associated terminologies.

) Current operational tempo will remain at current levels or increase.

) The Fourth Generation War will be the predominant method of warfare in
the future.

o The United States will continue to operate in contingent environments

using contracting as a method in providing combat support and combat
service support.

. Contingency Contracting Officer refers to both enlisted and commissioned
contracting officers.



F. ORGANIZATION OF THESIS

This project will guide the reader through a logical sequence of identifying
problems and solutions to contingency contracting inefficiencies. Chapter Il consists of a
historical analysis of contingency contracting to identify general problematic trends.
Chapter 111 will detail these problem areas and identify how they are negatively affecting
contingency contracting. Chapter IV will then make recommendations for these

problems in an attempt to improve contingency contracting operations.
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II.  CONTINGENCY CONTRACTING: PAST, PRESENT, AND
FUTURE

A OVERVIEW

In all countries engaged in war, experience has sooner or later pointed out
that contracts with private men of substance and understanding are
necessary for the subsistence, covering, clothing, and moving of an Army.

Robert Morris, Superintendent of Finance, 1781

While the term contingency contracting was coined only a decade or two ago, the
United States military has been contracting out logistical support for its military forces in
different degrees in both domestic and overseas operations with varying levels of success
since 1775. Early attempts at contracting logistics support for military operations
sometimes brought the expedition to ruins, but since World War Il, contingency
contracting has generally proved an integral part of the military’s operational capabilities,

although problems still exist today.

Table 1 below summarizes the number of contracting personnel, number of

service members, and the ratio of contracted to military personnel deployed throughout

American military history.1

Table 1. Civilians Contracted to Support Military Operations

War/Conflict Contracted Personnel | Military Ratio
Revolution 1,500 (Est) 9,000 1:6 (Est)
Mexican/American 6,000 (Est) 33,000 1:6 (Est)
Civil War 200,000 (Est) 1,000,000 1:5 (Est)
World War | 85,000 2,000,000 1:20
World War Il 734,000 5,400,000 1:7
Korea 156,000 393,000 1:2.5
Vietnam 70,000 359,000 1:6
Persian Gulf War 5,200 541,000 1:100
Rwanda/Somalia/Haiti | No Records Kept N/A N/A
Balkans 5,000-20,000 (Varied) 20,000 | Up to 1.5:1

1 Samperelli, S.J. (1990). Contractors on the Battlefield, What Have We Signed Up For? (Research
Report, Air War College, Air University) pp.6.
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This chapter analyzes contingency contracting from past, present, and future
perspectives, beginning with the eighteenth century through the twenty-first century and
then into future challenges that contingency contracting personnel will encounter. During
this analysis, the authors identify existing problems constraining the contracting process
of deployed forces. The future of warfare will continue to evolve challenging the United
States military more than ever to adapt and overcome inherent deficiencies within
contingency contracting.

B. THE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

By 1775, European nations had been contracting logistics support for their armies
in the field for over 150 years. For the fledgling United States, the preferred method of
supplying food, clothing, shelter, transportation, and general labor to its troops in the
field was the direct purchase method, where Army officers bought directly from civilian
companies on behalf of the Government. Greed, a poor transportation system, abuse, and
bureaucratic red tape rendered the direct purchase system ineffective, which contributed

to the appalling conditions at Valley Forge such as inadequate winter clothing and

. .. .. 2
insufficient provisions.

Later, the system of “specific supplies” replaced the direct purchase system. In
this system, each state provided specified amounts of goods and services required by the
military. This system was almost a complete failure. Not only were the states slow in
furnishing supplies, but when they did, it was seldom at the right time or the right place
where the supplies were needed. It also caused particular problems when troops from one
state operated in another as one state did not desire to pay for the provisioning of troops

from outside its own borders.

In February 1781, it was apparent to both Congress and top military leaders that
both systems of logistical support were ineffective. As a result, they appointed Robert

Morris as Superintendent of Finance of the United States to correct the problem. Morris

2 Shrader, C.R. (1999). Contractors on the Battlefield. Retrieved August, 2 2005, from
http://www.ausa.org/PDFdocs/Ipe99-6.pdf#search="contractors%200n%?20the%20battlefield%20shrader’ p.
2.
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immediately replaced both failing systems with the European practice of supply by
private contractors, which he believed would be both more efficient and less costly.

Almost immediately after instituting private contractors, problems started to arise.
Army officers complained of the poor quality of rations delivered, accounts for fixed
military installations and moving army units were being confused, contractors were
complaining of late payments, and collusion between contractors was rampant. Both
George Washington and Alexander Hamilton observed that contractors were often more

concerned with increasing their profits than with providing the Army with the supplies

and services it needed when and where they were required.3 Nevertheless, the system of
private contractors resulted in some improvements in efficiency and cost savings. By
1783, this new system was the generally accepted means of supporting the military.
C. THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

The War of 1812 saw continued extensive use of private contractors to provide
logistical support in the form of food, clothing, shelter, and transportation to the
American Army. However, this practice was generally unsatisfactory due mainly to the
lack of supervision by experienced Army logisticians. As a result, after the war, the

Army organized the bureaus of Quartermaster, Subsistence, Medical, and Ordnance, and

staffed them with men of “vigor and vision.”* This demonstrated a desire by the Army to
provide a majority of its support organically rather than by contracting it out. By 1820,
Secretary of War John Calhoun centralized subsistence procurement almost solely within
the office of the Commissary General of Subsistence, virtually eliminating the need for

private contractors.

By 1846, just prior to the war with Mexico, the military had become very
effective at supplying its troops from within. However, the rapid buildup of military
forces for the war with Mexico strained the military’s procurement system. Between
August 1845 and the end of 1846, the Quartermaster’s Department alone placed over 400
contracts, mostly for transportation services, to support operations in Mexico. The most

3 Shrader, C.R. (1999). p. 2.
4 Ibid. p. 3.



significant problem the Army faced during this time was discipline and control of
contractors who accompanied the soldiers in the field.

The American Civil War once again saw the Union Army scrambling to supply its
troops in light of another rapid buildup. Despite the organization of the bureaus of
Quartermaster, Subsistence, Medical, and Ordnance, the Northern military economy was
still very much decentralized. For several months, the various states in the Union

struggled to outfit new battalions and regiments with uniforms and supplies, sometimes

competing with each other over limited resources.” However, by the end of 1861, the
northern states turned over most of their procurement issues to the respective military
bureaus. Most states did this because the Federal Government threatened to stop
reimbursing state purchases. In spite of this centralized procurement strategy, and the
fact that the Quartermaster’s Department employed over 100,000 civilians for production
and manufacturing of supplies, the Union Army purchased millions of dollars of goods

and services from the public sector, mostly in the areas of construction, labor, and

transportation services on or near the battlefield.’

The Union Army took contingency contracting efforts further by authorizing
battlefield commanders contracting authority. Army ordnance regulations allowed “any
officer, in circumstances of ‘urgent necessity’ to purchase items normally procured by the
Ordnance Bureau, and to submit a report explaining the necessity to obtain government
reimbursement.” However, this authority was revoked due to a limited number of abuse
cases among a small group of commanders, and the Government’s desire to promote
competition through a centralized system.7
D. THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

The trend towards centralized procurement within the military continued into the

twentieth century as the Quartermaster, Commissary, and Pay Departments consolidated

5Wilson, M.R. (2003). The Business of Civil War: Military Enterprise, the State, and Political
Economy in the United States, 1850-1880. Enterprise &Society, Vol. 4, No. 4 p. 601.

6 Ibid. p. 602.

7 Douglas, K.L. (2004). Contractors Accompanying the Force: Empowering Commanders with
Emergency Change Authority. The Air Force Law Review, Vol. 55, p. 127.
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in 1912 into the Quartermaster Corps with approximately 5,400 men. This consolidation,
in conjunction with the massive troop buildup at the start of World War 1, provided the
Army a supply of skilled and unskilled men under military control and discipline which
could be deployed as the Army needed. As a result, the American Expeditionary Force
was able to pull from within its own ranks the personnel and skills needed to perform
almost all aspects of battlefield logistics. Private contracting was kept to a minimum,

with extra labor, transportation, and housekeeping services provided by French and

Belgian firms.’

The use of contingency contracting during World War 11 was limited due to the
nation’s full mobilization of personnel and industry to supply the United States military
the necessary material and equipment needed to fight a truly global conflict. As in the
previous world war, the United States utilized a centralized logistics plan for supporting
the war effort. Goods were produced on the home front and then transported to the

troops in each theater of operations.

Despite this reliance on organic support, contingency contracting still had its role
in the war. World War Il introduced two aspects of contingency contracting that are still
concerns today. The first was the introduction of the manufacture’s technical
representative.  The increased complexity of military aircraft, communications
equipment, vehicles and other war items, and the rapid implementation of newer models
requiring changes in operating and maintenance procedures made the technical
representative an essential element at forward airfields, depots, and repair facilities.” In
some cases, technical representatives were found on the front lines seeking solutions to

problems about their firm’s equipment.

The other facet of contingency contracting exposed during World War I
concerned contractors engaging the enemy in combat, being killed in combat, or being
taken prisoner. The battle of Wake Island was the most vivid example of this. At the

commencement of the battle, 1,146 civilian contractors worked on the island along with

8 Shrader, C.R. (1999). p. 6.
9 Ibid p. 6.



522 soldiers, sailors, and Marines. As the Japanese began what would turn into a fifteen-
day assault, most of the contractors volunteered to man coastal defense guns, anti-aircraft
guns, and machine guns while others hauled ammunition and supplies to the various
fighting positions. One civilian contractor, Raymond R. Rutledge, was seen throwing
hand grenades into Japanese landing barges during an early morning landing on 23
December. During breaks in the fighting, the contractors assisted the Marines in
repairing defensive positions. At the conclusion of the battle, 70 contractors were killed
in action and 12 were wounded. With the exception of about 100 contractors retained by
the Japanese to help rebuild the island, all the remaining civilians and military personnel

were transported to Japan where they remained prisoners of war until they were liberated

in 1945

As the United States unexpectedly entered the Korean War, its rather minimal
mobilization required a greater need for contractors to provide logistical support. Most of

the contracting support came from both Japan and Korea who provided many services

including stevedoring, road and rail maintenance, and supply-carrying parties.12
Notwithstanding the large cost of hiring Japanese and Korean workers, the Army
experienced substantial savings in both money and manpower. By using Japanese labor
contractors, the Army reduced its need for service troops by an estimated 250,000, and
“without Korean workers in Korea, it would doubtless have been necessary for the U.S.
forces to assign whole divisions of combat troops to supply lines.”™ Despite the above
savings, not only did the Army lack experienced contracting officers to manage such a
large program, it also did not have an effective or efficient policy for contracting and

managing civilians to that scale. This led to confusion over who was responsible for

. . - . - . 14
procurement, organization, training, assignment, and administration of contracted labor.

10 Cressman, R.J. (n.d.). A Magnificent Fight: Marines in the Battle for Wake Island. Retrieved August
3, 2005, from http://www.ibiblio.org/hyperwar/USMC/USMC-C-Wake.html.

11 Cressmen, R.J. (n.d.).
12 Shrader, C.R. (1999). p. 7.

13Houston, J.A. (1989). Guns and Butter, Powder and Rice, U.S. Army Logistics in the Korean War.
Cranbury, Associated University Press. p. 390.

14 Shrader, C.R. (1999). p. 8.
10



The Vietnam War saw an explosion in the use of civilian contractors by the
American military due to the low manpower and industrial mobilization over the eight
year war and the rapid advances in military technology. Additionally, President
Johnson’s decision not to call up the reserves, and Congress’ mandated troop ceilings
necessitated the use of civilian contractors as force multipliers. At the height of the war,
it is estimated that the United States had over 80,000 civilian contractors working in
Vietnam focusing on construction; base operations; water and ground support; petroleum
supply; and maintenance and technical support of high-technology systems. During
fiscal year 1969, the U.S. Army Procurement Agency, Vietnam (USAPAYV) spent over
$234.3 million on service contracts alone. Even though the use of contractors in Vietnam
raised the same questions as in previous contingencies about a contractor’s international
status, control and military discipline, and death by enemy fire, the Joint Logistics

Review Board in 1970 stated, “U.S. forces committed to conflict have never been better

supplied than those in Southeast Asia.”
E. RECENT CONTINGENCIES: 1990-2005

From 1975 to 1990, the United States deployed its forces 26 times to various
overseas contingencies. Post 1990, the number has sky rocketed to over 70 deployments
supporting contingencies.16 The following section details some of the more significant
contingencies since 1990.

1. Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm

On August 2, 1990, three Iragi armored divisions invaded Kuwait. Within thirty-
six hours, Saddam Hussein’s forces had taken control of the capital, Kuwait City, and had
pushed to the boarders of Saudi Arabia. Days later, the 82" Airborne Division and three
Marine Expeditionary Brigades (MEBs) deployed to defend Saudi Arabia to protect

America’s vital interests in that region.

At that time, contingency contracting as we know it today was still maturing. The
82" Airborne’s XVIII Airborne Corps Acquisition Section (CAS) faced many challenges

15 Shrader, C.R. (1999). p. 8.
16 DoD and Military Department Public Affairs Offices (2001-2002), CDI Military Almanac.
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as it attempted to procure supplies and services. The XVIII CAS’s biggest challenge

came from the Government’s own regulations.

The initial, and largest, difficulty encountered was the restrictive acquisition
policies that impeded contingency contracting operations. The Federal Acquisition
Regulation (FAR), Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS), and
Army Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (AFARS) were not designed for
contingency operations and their applicability under wartime conditions were vague,

since they do not contain specific guidance concerning contingency operations.

Being deployed in a foreign country with different cultures and values only
complicated matters. Required pricing proposals were too complicated for many of the
local vendors. Full and open competition mandated by the Competition in Contracting
Act was almost impossible due to the increased urgency of need and the limited sources
of supply. Determination of contractor responsibility and fair and reasonable prices was
entrusted to the contracting officer’s judgement, and was complicated by the lack of

market knowledge.

In addition, over reliance on organic logistical support, the lack of emphasis on
contingency contracting, inadequate contracting organization across the services, and the
rapid deployment of the troops prevented substantial and meaningful planning and
training for contingency contracting officers. Contracting officers deployed without any
knowledge of Saudi customs, language skills, business practices, or the extra physical
effort required to operate in the harsh Middle East environment. Once in country,
contracting officers had to provide for their own living and transportation arrangements
while simultaneously receiving and supporting thousands of troops a day with food,

water, and transportation.17
As a result of Operation Desert Shield/Storm, the Army established the

contingency contracting officer billet to support its operational commanders beyond their

organic support capabilities. Contingency contracting officers were placed at both the

17 Campbell, K.N. (1993). Contingency Contracting Officers: Can They Adequately Support the
Force? (Master’s Thesis, Naval Postgraduate School). p. 28.
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division level and the corps level. The Army also published a supplement to the AFARS
entitled “Contingency Contracting, Army Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement
Manual No. 2”

The situation was much the same for the Marines as the XVIII CAS. For
example, the Marines utilized the SF-44 (Purchase Order-Invoice-Voucher) and DD 1155
(Order for Supplies or Services) for most of their small purchases. However, due to the
limiting and rigid nature of the current acquisition policies and the urgency of need
demanded during contingency operations, violations to FAR regulations occurred.
Violations with the SF-44 included payments exceeding funding authorization, payments
prior to delivery, full payments for incomplete services, and funding amounts written in

after purchases were made. Thirty percent of SF-44 purchases before 13 September 1990

exceeded the threshold amount of $2,500 dollars.18

Training and organization posed the same problems for the Marines as it did the
soldiers of the XVIII CAS. At the time of Desert Shield, only one contingency
contracting officer billet existed at the 1% FSSG. While in country, the command
structure was such that the Contingency Contracting Officer (CCO) often had to write up
a procurement request, purchase the supplies, pay for the supplies, and then sign for

them. Interviews after the war indicated that the junior Noncommissioned Officers

(NCOs) had very poor training,19 nor did they possess any real world experience as most
of them deployed from base support units. The senior Staff Noncommissioned Officers

(SNCOs) were better trained than the junior NCOs, and the officers were reported to have

the best training in contingency contracting.20

2. Operation Restore Hope

In the fall of 1992, famine and civil war had claimed nearly 500,000 Somali lives.
In the first week of December, the U.N. Security Council approved a multinational
peacekeeping coalition led by the United States. On 9 December 1992, the 11" Marine

18 Caldwell, G.R. (1995). p. 16.

19 No standardized contingency contracting training existed at that time and the Defense Acquisition
Workforce Improvement Act (DAWIA) was not enacted until 1994.

20 Caldwell, G.R. (1995). p. 45.
13



Expeditionary Unit (MEU) and the Army’s XVIII Airborne Corps deployed to Somalia.
Initial contracting personnel deployed included one Marine Corps Major, one Marine

Corps Sergeant, an Air Force Captain, and an Air Force Sergeant.

The first issue of concern for contingency contracting officers was funding.
Initially, Operation Restore Hope was expected to last no longer than 90 days. Based on
this time line, funds allocated towards the Logistics Civil Augmentation Program
(LOGCAP)21 were limited to $4 million. One after action report specifically addressed
this lack of funding:

For the duration of the event, there was never a clear plan for how long

U.S. troops would be in Somalia. Therefore, the contract was funded for

approximately 90 days of effort at a time. Funding for the first 60 days
was provided by the U.S. Marine Corps. The remainder of the funds came

from the U.S. Army Forces Command.”?

As operations increased, contracting officers became concerned about creating an
Anti-Deficiency Act violation by obligating funds that were not yet appropriated. They
sometimes had to order contractors to stop work and stand down until more funds became
available. As the scope of Operation Restore Hope increased, contract-funding levels

were subsequently increased to $12 million and then to $18 million.

The second issue of concern involved the amount of coordination required due to
the disparate contracting organizational structure throughout the different services. The
converging of numerous contracting elements from the different services, other NATO
counties, and LOGCAP, in addition to the extremely limited supplier base in the area,
required close coordination of contracting efforts to ensure different organizations were

not competing for the same limited resources. Lieutenant Colonel Michael Toler, who

21 LOGCAP is a U.S. Army initiative for peacetime planning for the use of civilian contractors in
wartime and other contingencies. LOGCAP is primarily designed for use in areas where no bilateral or
multilateral agreements exist. However, LOGCAP may provide additional support in areas with formal
Host Nation Support (HNS) agreements, where other contractors are involved, or where peacetime support
contracts exist. Use of contractors in a theater of operations allows the release of military units for other
missions or to fill support shortfalls. This program provides the Army with additional means to adequately
support the current and programmed forces.

22 Robare, W.M. (2000). Guidance for Army Contingency Contracting Officers in Preparation for
Military Operations Other Than War. (Master’s Thesis, Naval Postgraduate School). p. 63.

14



led the Department of Defense’s contingency contracting mission in Somalia, recognized
this dilemma and planned accordingly:

Each service wanted its own contracting officers under its own command,

so the idea of a single consolidated joint contracting office in Mogadishu

was ruled out...To ensure that contracting offices of each service did not

compete for the same resources, the operations order designated one
component in each country as the lead, responsible for coordinating all

purchases in that country.23

Unfortunately, this necessitated the validation of requirements at a much higher
level than normal. It was not unusual for the J-4, the Chief of Staff, or even the Joint
Task Force Commander to screen and approve individual requirements to ensure

appropriate contracting activities handled specific requirements in the theater of

. 24
operations.

Despite all the lessons learned during Operation Desert Shield/Storm, Operation
Restore Hope experienced similar problems associated with contracting in a contingency
environment. For example, Marines from the 2" and 3" FSSG did not deploy with their
basic necessities like computers, printers, and software, because they anticipated using
the 1% FSSG’s assets. Restrictive policies again hampered the acquisition process. For
example, Major Michael Corcoran, the Marine Corps contingency contracting officer in
the region, stated that the requirement to submit a Business Clearance Memorandum’® to
Headquarters, Marine Corps, 10,000 miles away from the contingency, was a restrictive
regulation that hindered contracting support.26

3. Operation Joint Endeavor/Joint Guard
Operation Joint Endeavor started in December 1995, when NATO deployed a

joint task force consisting of personnel from fifteen different countries, including 20,000

23 Toler, M.M. (1995) Contingency Contracting: Operation Restore Hope. Contract Management,
Vol. 35, No. 1. p. 19.

24 Robare, W.M. (2000). p. 64.

25 A Business Clearance Memorandum is a formalized review process of the negotiation and
solicitation actions leading up to the award of a contract.

26 McMillon, C.W. (2000). Contingency Contracting Within the Department of Defense: A
Comparative Analysis. (Master’s Thesis, Naval Postgraduate School). p17.
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American soldiers, to end the fighting between Bosnian Croats and Serbs and to enforce
the Dayton Peace Accords. After the September 1996 elections in Bosnia, Operation
Joint Endeavor transitioned to Operation Joint Guard with a new task of keeping the

peace.

Operations Joint Endeavor and Joint Guard experienced many of the same
problems as the previous contingencies. While initial contingency contracting officers
were handpicked because they were well-trained and had plenty of contingency
contracting experience, follow on CCOs had insufficient training and no experience.
Misunderstandings concerning the scope of the LOGCAP contract prevailed. Currency
and exchange rate issues arose as the Bosnian Dinara became worthless. As a result,
local vendors demanded payment in German Deustche Marks. This caused initial
problems because the FAR requires that contract payments be made in the host nation’s
currency. Other problems encountered included lack of administrative tools like standard
operating procedures (SOPs) and templates of commonly used contracting forms, a high

frequency of unauthorized commitments, and competition between commands for the

same scarce resources.”

4, Operation Iragi Freedom (OIF)

On 19 March 2003, United States and British forces launched a campaign of
“Shock and Awe” which consisted of cruise missile strikes and attacks from F-117 stealth
bombers against Saddam Hussein’s regime. A few hours later, coalition forces crossed
the boarder and pushed deep into Iraq. On 9 April 2003, Baghdad was formally secured

by US forces and Saddam Hussein was officially removed from power.

Operation Iraqi Freedom has seen the largest use of contingency contracting by
the Department of Defense in history, particularly with global logistics support contracts

like LOGCAP and AFCAP” (LOGCAP was not used in Operation Desert Shield/Desert

27 McMillon, C.W. (2000). p17.

28 The Air Force Contract Augmentation Program (AFCAP) is similar to the Army’s LOGCAP
program of peacetime planning for the use of civilian contractors in wartime and other contingencies.
AFCAP is only available for contingent response situations and is designed to provide rapid engineering
and logistical services. The intent is to augment the Air Force with civil engineering and services and
logistics capabilities during worldwide contingency operations, freeing Air Force personnel to perform
mission essential tasks.
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Storm). As of May 2004, spending on LOGCAP in Irag alone totaled $5.6 billion.
Recent GAO reports indicate that DOD’s effective use of logistics support contracts

varied during OIF, particularly in the areas of planning, personnel, and training.

For example, some organizations, like U.S. Army, Europe, tasked with supporting
anticipated troop movement through Turkey into Iraq, conducted adequate LOGCAP
planning and even included the contractor in planning sessions. U.S. Army, Europe

reported:

Contractor planners brought considerable knowledge of contractor
capabilities, limitations and operations, and their involvement early in the
planning efforts increased understanding of the requirements an
capabilities, facilitated communication regarding the statement of work,

and enhanced mission completion.29

Conversely, the use of LOGCAP support in Kuwait and Iraq lacked adequate
planning. Planning for the use of the LOGCAP contract to support the troops in Iraq did
not begin until after the fall of Baghdad, was not comprehensive, and did not include the
contractor. According to an official from the 101% Airborne Division, there was a lack of
detailed planning for the use of LOGCAP at the theater and division levels for the

sustainment phase of the operation.

The issuance of task orders under these logistics support contracts also lacked
planning. Task order 27, which provided support to U.S. troops in Kuwait, was changed

eighteen times between September 2002 and December 2003, including five changes in

one month, with some changes taking place on consecutive days.30

Lack of personnel and poor personnel training contributed to procurement and
oversight deficiencies as poorly trained contracting officers quickly became
overwhelmed in their duties due to the expanding scope of the many of the task orders.

Additionally, military units receiving the contracted services did not fully understand the

29 Government Accountability Office. (July, 2004). Contract Management: Contracting for Iraq
Reconstruction and for Global Logistics Support. (Report to Congressional Requesters, No. GAO 04-
869T). Washington, D.C.

30 Government Accountability Office. (July, 2004). No. GAO 04-869T.
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part they played in establishing task order requirements or the amount of support the
contractors required in the form of coordination, requirements generation, contract
monitoring, and security.
F. FUTURE CONTINGENCIES

Fourth Generation War (4GW) 31 Currently, the United States is engaged in a
Fourth Generation War (4GW) with insurgents in Irag and element of the Taliban in
Afghanistan. Whether the task is establishing a contingency contracting office or
securing key terrain, knowledge of past wars illuminates a dark path in the journey ahead.
The framework of previous generations of war provides a basic understanding of the

evolution of war, which may prove useful for effectively dealing with future warfare.”

Appendix A contains a full description of the first through third generations of war.

In Fourth Generation War (4GW), no longer is the battlefield linear or “state verse
state”; instead, the environment is described by one or many different entities fighting
against a common adversary. In Iraq, several different entities or insurgents are battling
United States forces, such as former Baathist party members, al Qaeda members, and
others that do not want their environment to change. The complexity of 4GW may
increase if additional elements of previous generations of war become infused into the
current environment.> The first three generations of war sought to defeat an enemy’s
will with military might however, 4GW seeks to win on the moral, political, and social
level rather than solely militarily.34 If we want to see what the future of warfare will
resemble in the coming years, 4GW is the template. Fourth Generation War is not

represented by a swift victory, quick redeployment of troops, or a post-war ticker-tape

31 4GW is still a concept and has not been officially recognized as doctrine.

32 Lind, W.S., Nightengale, K., Schmitt, J.F., Sutton, J.W., Wilson, G.I. (1989, October). The
Changing Role of War: Into the Fourth Generation. Marine Corps Gazette, No. 22-26. p. 26.

33 Hammes, T.X. (2005). Insurgency: Modern Warfare Evolves into a Forth Generation. Strategic
Forum, No. 214. p. 12.

34 EMFM 1-A (Draft), (2005). Fourth Generation War; Imperial and Royal Austro- Hungarian
Marine Corps. Retrieved October 26, 2005, from http://www.defense-and society.org/vti_bin/shtml.exe/
top_level/search_form.htm.
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parade. Instead, expect a protracted war entrenched in many years of long, arduous, and

sporadic fighting. The engagement of a 4GW opponent can last a decade or more.”

Contingency contracting personnel will experience continued challenges in a
4GW not realized in previous generations of war. Due to the long duration of a 4GW,
contracting personnel will be required to support the warfighter longer than what current
doctrine states. These challenges include a need for increased flexibility in dealing with
limited host nation support, the ability to respond quickly to rapid requirements, and to
have a thorough understanding of the security environment and local customs, especially
when operating in local communities. Furthermore, knowing how local cultures interact
with each other will be critical in preventing secular volatility and instability.
Contingency contracting personnel have the awesome responsibility of not only
supporting the warfighter, but also balancing the financial support provided to the local

economy.

The challenges of maintaining contingency contracting support into 4GW is more
difficult than previous generations because of the changing face of war and the
environment in which United States forces operate. Since the end of the Cold War, U. S.
forces deployed to locations around the globe commensurate with Third World
infrastructures. Some examples include Somalia, Haiti, Kuwait, Irag, and Afghanistan.
However, more notably than the frequency is that most locations lacked a workable
infrastructure, a reliable vendor base, inferior economic and financial capability, and little
if any experience in dealing with U.S. contractors. Defense strategist, Thomas P. M.

Barnett describes these locations in the world as the “Non-integrating Ga1p.”36’37 States or
specific populations within a state are not economically connected with the rest of the

35 Hammes, T.X. (2005). p. 14.
36 Barnett, T.P.M. (2004). The Pentagon’s New Map. Putnam. p. 127.

37 Non-Integrating Gap is defined as regions of the world that are largely disconnected from the global
economy and the rule sets that define its stability. Today, the Non-Integrating Gap is made up of the
Caribbean Rim, Andean South America, virtually all of Africa, portions of the Balkans, the Caucasus,
Central Asia, the Middle East, and most of Southeast Asia. These regions constitute globalization’s “ozone
hole,” where connectivity remains thin or absent in far too many cases. Of course, each region contains
some countries that are very Core-like in their attributes (just as there are Gap-like pockets throughout the
Core defined primarily by poverty), but these are like mansions in an otherwise seedy neighborhood, and as

such are trapped by these larger Gap-defining circumstances.
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world. This aspect of very limited host nation support capability challenges the military
contingency contracting officer to maintain basic life support for military personnel when
organic support is not readily available.
G. SUMMARY

This chapter exposed the reader to the concept that the United States military has
been contracting out logistical support for its deployed forces since 1775, and will
continue to do so in the future. The problems experienced in the past are more relevant
today then ever before. As long as the military goes to war, contingency contractors will
be along side the warfighter providing invaluable support. Despite 230 years of
contingency contracting experience, problems still exist in many areas of this practice.
Historical analysis has revealed that the main areas contributing to ineffective and
inefficient contingency contracting are:

e Restrictive policies that impede contingency contracting operations

e Insufficient planning for the use of contracting during contingencies

e Disparate contracting organizational structure throughout the different
services

e Insufficient training of co